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response provides a strong indication that "late in 1963," as the CIA vaguely 
described it* was* in fact, the night of the assassination. Sorrels states 
that after the film was developed, he obtained "two copies" from Zapruder (the 
standard explanation), "one copy of which was immediately airmailed to chief 
(Director of the Secret Service in Washington)." 

"Immediately 11 would be sometime late in the afternoon following the 12:30 
P.M. assassination, after Sorrels had caught up with Zapruder. After a three 
hour flight from Dallas to Washington, the film would arrive at Secret Service 

headquarters, be taken to CIA headquarters, then to NPIC probably not before 

early- to mid-evening. So HP 1C would be working late into the night on its 
rush analysis of this most important piece of evidence. It now seems clear 
that "late that same night," as CIA described it, was actually the very night 

of the assassination. Why after all after rushing the film to Washington by 

plane would the Secret Service delay an expert analysis of a film which could 

conceivably reveal the President’s assassin (s)? 

And why would the Secret Service be satisfied with a copy which was less 



clear than the original? Since it seems certain that NPIC conducted its 
analysis on the night of the assassination, this greatly increases the 
likelihood that NPIC had the original (as is indicated by the notations on the 
CIA Item #450 which described the photographic work) * Life took possession of 
the original on November 23; but, before then, Zapruder could have secretly 
loaned the original to the Secret Service, 

In addition to the chain of possession of the film, there is also the 
matter of Zapruder 's camera. The Z film’s evidentiary potential is, to an 
Important degree, dependent upon calculating the average running speed of the 
camera. The reader will recall that at the time of its analysis, NPIC did not 
know the exact speed of Zapruder Vs camera. Without this data, absolute and 
precise determinations of the elapsed time between shots are not possible. 

An interval of forty-two frames between shots with an estimated camera speed 
of eighteen frames per second would produce an elapsed time of 2,33 seconds. 
This would allow enough time for a lone gunman to have done the shooting, 
according to the FBI’s calculation of 2.25 to 2.30 as the minimum time needed 
to aim and fire. But if Zapruder T s camera actually ran at 18. 8 frames per 
second instead of 18.0, this same 42-frame interval would be only 2,23 seconds 
and would fall just below the lone-assassin minimum. 

The FBI, having official investigative responsibility, obtained the camera 
from Zapruder, tested it, and found the average running speed to be 18.|^frames 
per second. This took place nearly two weeks after the assassination. But 
what of NPIC’s very-rushed, very-sophisticated analysis conducted the night of 
the assassination? If makes no sense that after calculating the time between 
shots in terms of tenths of seconds, NPIC and the CXA would sit back and wait 

for a couple of weeks until the FBI provided this key piece of data the 

camera speed. 

In October 1982, while searching through the FBI’s voluminous, poorly 
organized assassination files, I came across a memo which strongly supported 
the notion the NPIC had not waited for the FBI. The December 4. 1963 memo, 
written by FBI agent Robert Barrett, reports that on the date Zapruder handed 
his camera over to the FBI. Barrett goes on to say that, "He (Zapruder) 
advised this camera had been In the hands of the United States Secret Service 
Agents on Dec. 3, 1963, as they claimed they wanted to do some checking of 
it.” 22 



We do not know how long the Secret Service had the camera or when they got 
it from Zapruder. Zapruder told the FBI that the Secret Service had the camera 
on December 3, when they returned it to him; the Service could have borrowed It 
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from him days before that. Thus we have an important break in the known chain 
of possession of the camera. It went not from Zapruder to the FBI but from 
Zapruder to the Secret Service then back to Zapruder and then to the FBI, It 
was then that the FBI made the crucial calculation of 18,3 frames per second, 
which everyone henceforth would use as the time frame for analyzing the Z 
film. It is surely possible, even reasonable, that the Secret Service might 

have done with the camera what it did with the film secretly rush it to NPIC 

where it could be analyzed, but where it also could have been tampered with. 

The search for additional documents continues. Someday, we may know the 
real chain of possession of the film and camera* For now, this much is clear. 
The official, historically accepted chain of possession is wrong. The film's 
secret journey to a CIA laboratory in Washington on the night of the assass- 
ination raises serious doubts about the film's integrity as evidence. It also 
raises questions about who in the Intelligence community knew what, when and 
how concerning John Kennedy's assassination. 

If, as appears to be the case, it was the original of the Z film that was 
secretly diverted to the CIA laboratory on November 22, 1963, then the means 
and the opportunity for sophisticated alteration did, in fact, exist- — alter- 
ation that even the most expert analysis would have difficulty in detecting. 

By the 1960s cinematography labs had the technical capacity to insert or delete 
individual frames of a film* to resize images, to create special effects. But 
it would take an extraordinary sophistication to do so in a manner that would 
defy detection- — the kind of sophistication that one would expect of CIA photo 
experts , 

Between Zapruder and the Secret Service, they had possession of all three 
of the Dallas-made copies for nearly twenty-four hours. With the original at 
NPIC and with three copies made there, it is possible that if the film was 
doctored, the three NFIC copies of the doctored film were substituted for the 
three Dallas-made copies. It is even possible that all of the Dallas-made 
copies went to EPIC along with the original and that the switch was made there. 
We have only Zapruder and the Secret Service's assertions as to where the 
copies were for twenty-four hours. 

Setting aside the worst— case scenario (an alteration of the original film 
in order to hide a conspiracy) * there is still the fact that NPIC generated 
data which would logically support a conspiracy theory, and that this data 
never reached the Warren Commission and appears to have been withheld from the 
Secret Service as well. 

It is possible that the film of the century is more intimately related 
to the crime of the century than we ever knew— -not because it recorded the 
crime of the century, as we have assumed, but because it was itself an instru- 
ment of conspiracy. 



1, See David S, Lifton, Best E vidence (New York; Macmillan, 1980), p,555n*557n, 

2, Zapruder testimony in Warren Commission Hearings, vol* 7, pp 569-76; Lifton, 
loc. cit ; FBI report of agent Robert M, Barrett, Dec, 4, 1963; statement of 
George Hunt, Managing Editor, Life (cited in Jos i ah Thompson, Six Seconds 

in Dallas Berkeley Ca, : Berkeley Ptibl* Co, f 1976, pp, 217-18); Richard R. 
Stolly, "What Happened Next?" Esquire Nov* 1973, pp, 134-5; 262-3, 

3, CIA memo of June 5, 1973 "Secret Service Request*" (for technical equip- 
ment). This document was part of the CIA's "Domestic Police Training File" 
(362 pages) obtained by the author through a 1982 Freedom of Information 
Act request. Pins; 1976 hearings of the House Intelligence Committee 

(Pike Committee) , 
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that he received the camera from Zapruder on Dec. 4, 

22* Barrett report. 



LOOSE ENDS IN THE DEATH OF GEORGE DeMOKRENSCHILDT* 
by 

Jerry D. Rose 

Warren Commission counsel Wesley Liebeier used to infuriate David Llfton 
by dismissing as one of the "loose ends" inevitable in any investigation just 
about any evidence counter to the Commissions "lone assassin" conclusion that 
Lifton might try to present. Liebeier’ s argument of last resort was that, no 
matter what other evidence might indicate, the best evidence, the President’s 
autopsy report, firmly supported the Commission’s conclusions. 

In this article I want to point to another investigation of a violent 
death related to the Kennedy assassination and that was, as we shall see, 
bedevilled with the same kinds of unanswered questions that still arrest our 
concern in the third decade of study of the JFK assassination: the supposed 
suicide of George DeMohrenschildt in a suburb of Palm Beach Florida on February 
29, 1977. To the Wesley Liebeier s of the world my analysis may add up to 
nothing but the usual accumulation of unsolved mysteries surrounding a violent 
death; especially since the "best evidence, the official coroner's inquest, 
quite firmly concluded that the death was a suicide. To those researchers 
whose consciousness has been raised to the point that an assassination 
conspiracy can at least be considered, this analysis may suggest if not prove 
that the same conspirators who murdered the President in 1963 murdered 14 years 
later a man who may have been on the point of revealing certain aspects of that 
conspiracy. 
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The “official" story of DeMohrenschildt T s life and death is familiar to 
the longtime^ researcher, but may profitably be reviewed for the newcomer to 
this study. DeMohrenschildt was an educated and well-to-do petroleum 
engineer, an emigrant from Russia who, with his wife Jeanne, befriended Lee 
Oswald and his Russian wife Marina, becoming something of their unofficial 
sponsors in the White Russian (anti-communist) community in Dallas and Fort 
Worth. It was only George and Jeanne DeMohrenschildt, along with Marina, who 
supposedly had seen a rifle in Oswald's possession; this on a late night visit 
around Easter of 1963 shortly after Oswald had allegedly used the rifle to fire 
a shot at the notorious Dallas right-winger, General Edwin Walker* As Marina 
and George were later to testify, DeMohrenschildt shocked Oswald to his toes by 
a completely jesting comment about Lee having missed in his shot at Walker. 

Shortly after this incident, the DeMohrenschiidts went to Haiti where 
George had started a business project and they were living there when they 
heard of the assassination. Both the DeMohrenschiidts testified at length to 
the Warren Commission, which was so obsessed with trying to “understand" Lee 
Oswald. DeMohrenschildt denied, of course, any part in an assassination 
conspiracy. By 1976 the DeMohrenschiidts had returned to the United States and 
were in deep marital conflict. Late in 1976 George was admitted to Parkland 
Hospital with psychiatric problems, during the course of which he may have 
tried to commit suicide, DeMohrenschildt was employed as an instructor at 
Bishop College in Dallas and, by the Spring break at Bishop in March, 1977, now 
separated from Jeanne and living at the Dallas YMCA, DeMohrenschildt was 
visited by a longtime acquaintance, William Oltmans of Dutch television, who 
long had suspected an assassination role of DeMohrenschildt, George now told 
Oltmans that he wanted to “confess" and left Dallas with Oltmans for Holland 
and an interview on Dutch television. At one point Oltmans made an appointment 
for DeMohrenschildt in Brus sells which he never kept; George "disappeared" with 
his briefcase and the "clothes on his back. M 

In Oilman's frantic search for his news "scoop," he somehow found out that 
DeMohrenschildt was visiting in Manalapan, Florida, an affluent suburb on the 
ocean just south of Palm Beach along with his daughter Alexandra who was, like 
himself, a houseguest of Mrs, C.E, Tilton, the sister of one of George's 
ex-wives and Alexandra's aunt. Another individual who had learned of 
DeMohrenschildt r s presence in Florida was Edward Epstein, under contract with 
the Reader’s Digest to write the book that was to be published as; Legend : the 
Secret World of Lee Harvey Oswald , On the morning of February 29, Epstein was 
in his second day of lengthy interviews with DeMohrenschildt at The Breakers, 
one of the most famous (and probably most expensive) of the hotels of Palm 

Beach. Meantime Oltmans had informed House Select Committee investigators in 

Washington of the Florida presence of DeMohrenschildt, Committee staff, then 
fighting for their life by virtue of a House vote whether to continue the 
Investigation, called Gaeton Fonzi, the Committee’s resident investigator in 
Miami. Fonzi describes elsewhere in this issue how he went to Manalapan an^ 
left a message with Alexandra that he wished to talk with DeMohrenschildt, 
Returning for a lunch break from his interviews with Epstein, DeMohrenschildt 
was informed of the Fonzi visit which, Alexandra said, he accepted with 

equanimity, then went to his bedroom on the second floor to rest. At exactly 

2:21, the exact time determined by the sound of gunshot on a tape recorder that 
was going in a bedroom across the hall (recording a soap opera on TV for an 
absent Mrs. Tilton), DeMohrenschildt sat in a chair, placed the butt of the 
shotgun on the floor, the muzzle on the roof of his mouth, and leaned forward 
and pulled the trigger. His death was obviously instantaneous but his body was 
not discovered until Alexandra returned from a shopping trip at 2:45. Asking 
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about her father, she was told by a maid that George was resting upstairs, but 
had, when the maid went upstairs to tend to the tape recorder, acted rather 
strangely by complaining about scratching noises and even by insisting that she 
go down the hall with him in search of a cat* Alarmed, Alexandra went up and 
found her father; her screams and the arrival of police on the scene are 
recorded on the tape that was recording the soap opera* 

Manalapan and Palm Beach County police seemingly realized in short order 
the significance of the death to assassination investigators* DeMohrenschildt 
had left a briefcase (the one supposedly he brought back from Brussells) on a 
chair in the room and the county detective in charge of the investigation, Lt* 
Richard Sheets, examined it and saw that it contained information about 
DeMohrenschildt T s relation with Oswald* Sheets fully expected HSCA 
investigators to pick up the brief case and was expressing surprise a couple of 
days later when investigators had not appeared to do this* (As a matter of 
fact, the contents of this briefcase have never been officially accounted for, 
so far as I know,) An autopsy was done early the next morning by Assistant 
County Medical Examiner Gabino Cuevas, On April 7, 1977, a three-hour inquest 
before a 6-person jury was held in Palm Beach County courthouse* Cuevas* 
investigating officers, Alexandra, Mrs* Tilton and the several occupants of the 
house at the time of the shooting were called to testify- After some apparent 
difficulty in understanding certain aspects of the death (discusse^ below) the 
jury returned a verdict that DeMohrenschildt 1 s death was a suicide. 

Not everyone accepted this assessment, of course* Oltmans, for one, 
replied to a query by Robert Cutler with a very sho^t letter on September 3, 
1977 by asserting simply that "George was murdered," On May 3, 1977, Cutler 
began the py>cess of obtaining the coroner’s inquest from Palm Beach County 
authorities. After the delays and evasions familiar to all assassination 
researchers. Cutler was finally able by June 1, 1978 to obtain the inquest and 
most of the accompanying "exhibits," including the tape recording thag 
supposedly records sounds of gunshot and of the discovery of the body. 
Examination of the material in this inquest is the main basis of the analysis 
that follows* To JFK assassination researchers* such study induces a sense of 
deja vu; all the grievous faults of Warren Commission and HSCA "investigations" 
are repeated here: "missing 11 witnesses, asserted actions of principals that 

defy common sense, police negligence in gathering the most basic of evidential 
items, the real possibility of fabrication of evidence to justify a 
predetermined conclusion: in this case the early police certainty that the 

death was a suicide. 

Missing witnesses * One of the last persons to see DeMohrenschildt alive 
was Edward Epstein, Although Epstein spoke with reporters after the death and 
expressed great surprise and was questioned by Lt. Sheets whom he told that he 
called the Manalapan house at aroun^ 3 p.m* when DeMohrenschildt failed to 
return for the afternoon appointment,/' Epstein did not testify at the inquest, 
an unexplained omission. A more serious omission from the witness list, 
perhaps, was one Catherine Hudson Loomis, a friend of Alexandra’s who also saw 
DeMohrenschildt at lunch time, accompanied Alexandra on the shopping trip 
during which the death occurred, and was on the sc^pe when the police arrived* 
in fact directing them to the scene of the death, I have been unable so far 
to determine the Identity of this person or the reason for her presence on that 
scene on that day. 

In c omp r ehen s lb 1 e actions of principals * I have quite a list of "loose 
ends" in this category* First there are the movements of DeMohrenschildt 
himself on the day of his death* This matter apparently bothered the inquest 
jury itself, since DeMohrenschildt 1 s movements were involved in one of the 
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"four questions" that jurors refused to the inquest room during their 
deliberations to ask Lt. Sheets. They wanted to know simply when 

DeMohrenschildt "went out" that day. Their question was easily answered, but 
behind the question may have been the jury’s unease about precisely why he 
returned to the house at noon and what was the mode of his transportation. On 
the first question* perhaps Epstein could have been of help. Epstein was being 

paid handsomely by Reader ’ s Digest , was probably on an expense account and 

could well have bought DeMohrenschildt ’ s lunch at The Breakers and perhaps even 
have offered George his own hotel room if he needed a nap. This would have 
saved DeMohrenschildt a 10*12 mile trip each way through heavy traffic from The 
Breakers to Manalapan* (I have personally driven over this route a couple of 
times* in mid-day oceanside traffic* it is easily a 30-45 minute drive each 
way.) Concerning his mode of transportation* DeMohrenschildt ’ s car was not 
with him (he had flown to Florida) and Mrs. Tilton’s cars and/or her chauffeur 
were probably tied up with her own trip elsewhere to play bridge or with 
Alexandra’s and Loomis’s movements. It is possible, of course, that his 
movements were all accomplished by taxi; but it is possible as well that 

Epstein or someone associated with him picked up DeMohrenschildt and then 

returned him to the Tilton home. If this were the case, one should expect that 
arrangements would have been made to pick him up for the afternoon interview 
session, and Epstein’s story of calling when DeMohrenschildt didn’t show up 
would have a slightly strange ring to it. I should he happy to have Epstein 
clear up this matter in a letter to The Third Decade. 

Still considering DeMohrenschildt 1 s actions, 1 want to comment on the 
strangeness of the scene between himself and the maid, Anna Viisali*^hortly 
before the shooting; we rely, of course, entirely on Anna’s account, Anna 
says she went upstairs to change the tape in the recorder in Mrs. Tilton’s 
bedroom. Since this was within a few minutes (2 minutes and 21 seconds, to be 
exact) of DeMohrenschildt ’ s alleged suicidal act, he had apparently by this 
time already removed the shotgun froj^Its usual resting place beside the cane 
behind the telephone (See Figure 1), According to Lt. Sheets’ reconstruction, 
it appeared that Anna was going to tarry to clean Mrs. Tilton’s room and 
DeMohrenschildt* fearful that she would discover the missing weapon, devised a 
ruse to distract her attention, complaining of the scratching and faking Anna 
down the hallway with his saying "psst, pussy’ 1 as he went. George 
DeMohrenschildt was notorious for teasing people (e.g., the "Walker" remark to 
Oswald) and making bad jokes, but isn’t it wonderful that a man on the verge of 
self-destruction would have the presence of mind to play such an elaborate 
trick on an innocent victim? The wonder in all this is enhanced by the 
extremely tight timing of the recorded gunshot in relation to Anna’s last visit 
upstairs. As Lt, Sheets reconstructed it from the tapes, Anna turned the tape 
at 2:19, only two minutes before the death at 2:21, It seems totally 
unlikely that DeMohrenschildt could have done the p-sst-pussy routine between 
2:19 and 2:21, If George and Anna looked for the cat before 2:19 (Anna’s 
testimony didn’t specify this) then her return to the Tilton bedroom at 2:19 
would have spoiled the DeMohrenschildt ruse* as he could easily have seen. 
Either way* Anna’s version of her last encounter with George DeMohrenschildt 
doesn’t square with Sheets’ interpretation of George’s behavior as an attempt 
to divert the maid so he could carry out his suicidal act. 

To turn to other witnesses, we may question the comprehensibility of Mrs. 
Tilton’s leaving a shotj^m in plain sight with an ammunition supply in a nearby 
cabinet (See Figure 2), when she well knew of her brother-in-law’s distraught 
condition. Mrs, Tilton testified that she knew of previous suicide attempts by 
DeMohrenschildt and also that George told her of his recent "harassment" at the 
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hand of William Oilmans* In the light of these circumstances, surely it was 
reckless for her to leave a lethal weapon In so easily accessible a place. 

The maid, Anna, and a cook, Lillian Romanic, who lived on the third floor 
of the house, are also persons whose behaviors and experiences are not entirely 
comprehensible, Anna was for sure in the kitchen at 2:21 when the shot was 
supposedly fired, and Lillian was either in the kitchen or in jg adjacent yard 
section sunning herself. Neither woman heard the gunshot. Although Anna 
affej^ed confusion about the location of the kitchen in relation to the death 
room and Lilian T s questioner himself offered the observation that "it's a 
large house, 1 ’ Cutler 1 study of the floor plans of the house shows that the 
kitchen was directly under DeMohrenschildt 1 s bedroom. 

Then there is the matter of Lillian r s behavior immediately after Alexandra 
discovered her father's body, Alexandra apparently screamed for the police to 
be called and Lillian, after an abortive attempt to "get through" on the kitchen 
phone, went to the gardener’s house behind the main hous^and asked to use the 
phone to report that DeMohrenschildt had killed himself* Shades of the DFD's 
instant certainty that the man they arrested at the Texas Theater had killed 
both Kennedy and Tippit ! Without even seeing the scene for herself, Lillian 
Romanic deduces that a suicide has occurred. Would it have been more natural 
for her to fear that, if a dead man were in the house, a killer might be at 
large who might endanger the other occupants? None of the witnesses, in fact, 
expressed any of this kind of fear reaction. 

Contrived or fabricated evidence ■ My study of the photographic exhibits 
that accompany the coroner’s inquest raises many questions as to the possible 
fabrication of elements of the "crime scene" as so depicted. It is deja vu 
time again: who can take seriously the "official 11 photographs of the "shield of 
cartons" on the 6th floor of the Depository which are obviously rearranged in 
different photographs; or a police photographer's picture of the floor of the 
same area that does not include the paper bag in which the rifle was supposedly 
carried, but only dotted lines where the bag should be shown? 

Likewise, it strains credulity to believe the the scenes as 
photographically depicted were produced by a DeMohrenschildt "suicide," 
Apparently it strained inquest jurors 1 credulity, since 3 of their 4 questions 
after beginning jury deliberations focussed on these matters. One of their 
questions dealt with how the shotgun was positioned for the shot and how 
DeMohrenschildt pulled the trigger. Behind the question may have been a very 
reasonable doubt concerning the location of the shotgun with reference to 
DeMohrenschildt *s body. While this is shown in lurid color detail in several 
inquest photographic exhibits, I refrain from reproducing any of these in a 
journal of general publication circulation; but this is represented in Figure 
3, drawn by tracitjf* over the outlines of the body and the shotgun in one of the 
inquest exhibits. This can be verbally described as follows: DeMohrenschildt 

was wearing black socks (no shoes) and the shotgun a double-barrelled 

model-— "fell" trigger side up with the barrel resting on one of his feet, the 
butt to his left and the whole weapon parallel to the front of the chair in 
which he was sitting. In explaining this peculiar position for the rifle, Lt. 
Sheets suggested that in DeMohrenschildt T s forward slump after pulling the 
trigger with a right hand^ ^finger or thumb, his left hand pushed the butt of the 
rifle away from himself. To me this makes absolutely no sense, and this may 
have motivated the inquest ^^jury f a question whether DeMohrenschildt were 
right-handed or left-handed. It seems to^^ne that, since the weapon was 
apparently tilting right-to-left when fired, any impact with other objects 
would tend to drive the butt end of the rifle to the right. This is very 
conjectural and a reconstruction firing into the heads of cadavers would be 
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possible if we really wanted an answer to the question. As it stands, to the 
layman 1 s eye it will appear all too obvious that the rifle was placed in that 
position by a living person: whether by a murderer or by the police who 
"rearranged" the scene for some purpose. If the latter sounds slightly 
libelous , we are going to observe shortly a self -admitted instance of police 
re-arrangment of the crime scene. 

Another question raised by the inquest jury concerned the pattern o 
splatter of blood on the walls of the room. The jurors wanted to know ^ether 
the door to the bathroom was open or elgsed at the time of the shooting. The 
jurors had observed— see Figure 4' — — that the splatter on the walls and^ on 
the door seemed to indicate that the door had been closed during the shooting, 
since the similarity of splatter pattern on walls and door suggested one 
continuous surface at the moment of the shooting rather than the very different 
pattern to be anticipated when hitting a wall head-on and a door at a sharp 
angle, (I have also noticed, in studying the color photographic exhibits, a 
rather sharp drop-off in floor blood in the immediate vicinity of the door 
opening, which also would be consistent with a closed door obstructing the 
splatter of blood onto the bathroom floor.) Lt* Sheets, perhaps to cover for 
the integrity of the crime scene photographs, told the jurors that the door was 
open and asserted that "I don't think you understand about the way ^is blood 
was spattered around there" and then proceeded to another topic* I also 
"don't understand" the splatter pattern, especially when one notes that there 
is blood splatter in the area adjacent to the door hinges which could only 
happen if the door were open , while the other observations suggest a closed 
door * 

Before we quite leave the matter of blood, we must note another impression 
that comes across from study of the death scene pictures: the enormous quantity 
of blood on the floor and the surrounding areas. This is only a speculation, 
but one wonders if the amount of blood depicted could have come from one man. 
One also wonders if someone simply dumped a bucket of blood on the floor in an 
"appropriate" place; one yearns for a simple test to determine whether the 
blood on the floor came from George DeMohrenschildt; but this of course was not 
determined at the time and could not be determined 7H years later. SS5. 

determined at the time was that there were no "fingerprints of value" on the 
shotgun (sound familiar?), only some "smudges" here and tbere^ largely 
because of the quantity of blood on the smooth surfaces of the gun. Does this 
make sense? Would blood wash away fingerprints but not "smudges?" (Apparently 
the inquest jurors were troubled by the absence of fingerprints on the gun 
because, after beginning their deliberations, they asked Lt. Sheets to explain 
again" why there were no fingerprints.) The mention of smudges on the shotgun 

evokes the thought that the weapon may have been wiped after the shooting and 

obviously not by BeMohrenschildf . 

Ue come finally to one of the strangest elements in police depictions of 
the scene of DeMohrenschildt T s death: their depiction of the tape-recorder that 
was allegedly recording Mrs. Tilton's soap opera and fortuitously allowed 
investigators to "prove" the exact time of DeMohrenschildt 1 s death. When Cutler 
first saw the inquest exhibits he noticed— may the reader— that Figure 5 
depicts a tape recorder but no TV set. Cutler wrote to Sheets for 
clarification on March 22, 1978 and Sheets wrote back that "subject TV was a 9 
inch portable located at the foot of the bed approximately 2 foot from the 
recorder. J Figure 6 does not seem to show what Sheets described. Writing 
again for clarification on March 31, 1978, Cutler was now told by Sheets "at 

the foot of the bed, in the attached photocopy you can see the antenna in the 

upper left corner*" This seems to locate the TV set a bit removed from "the 
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